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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Establish )
the California Institute for Climate Solutions. ) R.07-09-008
)

MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP’S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

In accordance with the schedule established by Administrative Law Judge Brown in her
October 10, 2007 Ruling, Morrison & Foerster LLP hereby submits its Response to Comments in
the above-referenced rulemaking.

Twenty-two (22) parties submitted opening comments in this proceeding of the Public
Utilities Commission of the State of California (the “Commission™).! A substantial majority of
those parties enthusiastically support funding from electric and gas ratepayers to establish the
California Institute for Climate Solutions (“CICS” or “Institute). In addition, since the filing of
UC’s original proposal, the six (6) major academic institutions in California — UC, the California
State University System, Stanford, Caltech, USC and the California Community College System
- have worked collaboratively to develop an agreed framework for CICS and, as a result, UC has
submitted a refined proposal supported by all of such institutions. Morrison & Foerster
commends UC and the State’s public and private academic institutions for expeditiously working
together to develop a framework and program that will allow the world-class climate change

experts that are part of these respective institutions to work together toward a common goal.

' The comments generally can be segregated into five major groupings: (1) academic institutions, including
University of California (“UC”); California State University System (“CSU”), Stanford University (“Stanford”),
California Institute of Technology (“Caltech”) and University of Southern California (“USC”); (2) investor-owned
utilities, including Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”), San Diego
Gas and Electric Company and PacifiCorp; (3) environmental and scientific entities, including Natural Resources
Defense Council (“NRDC”), Environmental Defense, California Council on Science and Technology (“CCST”) and
Community Environmental Council (“CEC”); (4) Customer Groups, including the Division of Ratepayer Advocates
(“DRA”), Greenlining Institute, Consumer Federation of California (“CFC”), The Utility Reform Network
(“TURN”), Southern California Generation Coalition (“SCGC”), California State Farm Bureau, and the Energy
Producers and Users Coalition, Indicated Producers and Western States Petroleum Association and the Independent
Energy Producers Association.
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Such cooperation will propel California into a leadership role in confronting and resolving the
potentially dire environmental and economic consequences of climate change.

While the vast majority of the comments support some form of ratepayer funding for
CICS, this is not to say that the endorsement is unequivocal or without suggested changes and
modifications. Morrison & Foerster will address some of the comments and suggested changes
below in this Response to Comments.

While a handful of parties oppose the proposal, these parties focus on the potential rate
impacts. Morrison & Foerster is acutely aware that energy rates in California are among the
highest in the nation. That being said, however, we also recognize that climate change represents
a significant threat to the environment and the lives of future generations. The monetary
consequences of climate change dwarf the cost of this innovative proposal. Electric generation is
directly responsible for approximately twenty percent of the greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions
that are causing global warming. It is incumbent upon those that have contributed to this
environmental degradation by receiving the output from fossil-fueled electric generating plants
to find the solutions to the problem. Taking a theme from the 1960’s civil rights movement, if’

you are not part of the solution, you are part of the problem.

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

A. Ratepayer Funding for CICS is Appropriate and Consistent with Legal Requirements
TURN, DRA and CFC claim that the proposal to have electric and natural gas ratepayers
pay for research for CICS and research for solutions to climate change conditions is an
inappropriate use of ratepayer funds. They claim that the Legislature, not the Commission,
should be the one to decide whether such research should be funded.” The opponents’ arguments

overlook that there is a direct and material nexus between electric customers’ requirements,

which have historically been satisfied at least in part by fossil-fired generating plants, and
climate change conditions.” Similarly, on the natural gas side, gas customers’ usage contributes
to GHG emissions. In other words, one of the true costs of being a consumer of electricity

generated by fossil fuels or being a natural gas customer is the resulting impact on the

2 TURN at 2; DRA at 4; CFC at 2.

* Emissions from the electric generation sector account for approximately 20% of all Greenhouse Gas emissions.
See California Air Resources Board, Greenhouse Gas Inventory, available at
http://www.arb.ca.gov./cc/ccei/inventory/tables/ghg_inventory by ipcc 2007-08.xls (10/30/07)
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environment. Therefore, it is appropriate for the Commission to conclude that ratepayers should
help pay for the costs to mitigate or clean-up these resulting impacts. The Commission does not
need the Legislature’s blessing to authorize such funding. The proposed surcharge that would be
used to fund CICS is not a tax, but is a charge that is directly related to the cost of electric or
natural gas service. It is appropriate that the Commission reflect in rates the costs associated
with determining how best to mitigate, reduce or clean up the environmental impacts that
directly result from receiving electric and natural gas service.

The Commission has taken similar costs into account in the past. Thus, electric utilities
have been allowed to increase rates to clean up generating sites, such as fuel oil storage facilities
and nuclear plant decommissioning. Further, rates charged by natural gas companies have
included the costs of cleaning up manufactured gas sites. It is appropriate and consistent with
prior Commission practice that electric and gas ratepayers help fund the research for a solution to
the much more drastic environmental consequences that result from using fossil fuels for electric
generation and natural gas service.

DRA claims that it is inappropriate for ratepayers to fund an academic institution. CFC
goes as far as to suggest it would be illegal.” We believe that both are wrong. DRA’s argument
overlooks that this is not intended as general funding for a university, but is earmarked for a
specific purpose that is directly related to consumption of electricity and natural gas by
California ratepayers. DRA’s argument overlooks that some of the world’s foremost experts on
climate change reside in California’s public and private academic and research institutions. It
would be foolish not to draw upon this expertise simply because it is located in an academic
institution. Ratepayers have a long history of helping to fund research, whether it be through the
Electric Power Research Institution, the Gas Institute, or the Public Interest Energy Research
program (“PIER”). The fact that the most exceptionally qualified experts associated with climate
change reside in the State’s universities and research institutions should not present a barrier to
ratepayers’ contributions to fund this important research.

CFC claims that ratepayer funding for CICS would be illegal. In support of this
proposition it relies on the California Supreme Court’s decision in Pacific Tel. & Tel. Co. v.

Public Util. Com. 62 Cal.2d 634 (1965).° The case, however, is not applicable to the present

“DRA at 2.
S CFC at 15.
1d.
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situation. The contributions in the Pacific Tel. & Tel. case were charitable donations and were
not intended to reimburse the colleges and university for a specific activity that was utility and
ratepayer related. The Supreme Court concluded that it was inappropriate for utilities to have
ratepayers fund a utility’s dues, donations and contributions. The proposed ratepayer funding for
CICS however is not in the nature of dues, donation or a charitable contribution. It is funding for
a proposed entity which will marshal the expertise that exists in the State’s public and private
academic and research institutions. The research program is tailored to an environmental
problem that is both directly and indirectly related to consumption by electric and natural gas
ratepayers.

CFC further contends that the Commission’s ratemaking authority is limited.” In support
of this proposition, it relies on Southern Cal. Gas Co. v. Public Utilities Com. 24 Cal.3d 653
(1979). Again, the case is inapposite. Contrary to CFC’s assertion, there is no indication that the
legislature has sought to preempt the area of climate change and to occupy the entire area.®
Unlike the Southern California Gas Co. case, this is not a case where the doctrine of expression
unius est exclusion alterius is applicable. The Legislature has not attempted to direct the
Commission in such a way that would preclude the Commission from acting on its own. Rather,
the action proposed by the Commission is “cognate and germane to the regulation of public
utilities.” Electric and gas utilities contribute substantially to GHG emissions and global
warming. Determining how best to reduce, mitigate or clean-up those GHG emissions is
properly viewed as a cost of providing utility service. Ratepayer funding for CICS meets the test
for proper inclusion in utility rates. The rate surcharge used to fund CICS is for a purpose that is

“cognate and germane to the regulation of public utilities.”

B. Funding for CICS Should not be Limited to Investor-Owned Utility Ratepayers

A number of parties state that funding for CICS should not be limited to ratepayers of
investor-owned utilities. Morrison & Foerster agrees. Climate change issues that are related to
electric utilities and natural gas companies span both investor-owned and publicly-owned
utilities. Morrison & Foerster urges the Commission to try to expand funding for CICS to
include not only publicly-owned utilities but also possibly the private sector. The Commission

should request that publicly owned utilities voluntarily pay their share for the funding of this

1.
81d. at 13, 16.
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important research. Alternatively, the Commission should sponsor legislation that would include
publicly-owned utilities in this effort. Except for customers that are purchasing all of their
electric requirements from a green portfolio, this surcharge should be non-bypassable. The
Commission should also consider requesting that private parties in the State, including venture
capital firms, financial institutions and membership-based organizations like E2, make donations
or otherwise partner with CICS.

We agree that the surcharge should only be levied once. Natural gas sales for electric
generation should not be surcharged, so long as the sale of the electricity generated is subject to
the surcharge. On the other hand, if the electric generation is not subject to the surcharge, such
as might occur if a publicly-owned electric utility refused to participate in the program and pay
its fair share, then the sale of the natural gas that is used for electric generation should bear its
share of the cost of funding CICS. Furthermore, these costs should not be recovered through the
public purpose charge as SCGC recommends.’ It is a separate and distinct surcharge.

Finally, we agree that the surcharge should be levied on an equal cents per kWh or therm
basis. GHG emissions are a function of the amount of electricity generated to meet electric
requirements. In other words, the amount of GHG derives directly from the number of units
generated to meet customers’ requirements. As a result, it is appropriate to levy the surcharge on

an equal cents per kWh or therm basis.

C. CICS Should Allocate 12% to 15% of its Budget to Administration

In its OIR, the Commission requested comments regarding how CICS funds should be
allocated between administration, technological research, public policy research, and educational
programs. We agree with UC’s revised proposal that the Governing Board of CICS (“Board”)
should ultimately determine the precise percentages of funds allocated between these areas.
Indeed, the Board must have authority to appropriately allocate and modify funding on an
ongoing basis. In our Comments submitted on November 2, 2007 (our “Comments”), we
recommended an administrative budget of 12-15%, or $7.2 to $9 million per year, which is
consistent with the model followed by other large grantmaking organizations in California. UC’s
revised proposal tentatively estimates an administrative budget of approximately 10%, or $6

million per year. Several parties, including USC and CEC, perceive this estimate as being too

®SCGC at 3.
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high.'® For the following reasons, Morrison & Foerster believes that UC’s estimated
administrative budget is not excessive, but in fact conservative, and that CICS should be
prepared to allocate 12-15% of its budget ($7.2 to $9 million yearly) to administrative costs.

USC recommends that CICS limit its administrative budget to only 5% of its total budget.
USC appears to base this recommendation on the model of the National Science Foundation
(“NSF”), which allocates only 5% of its budget to administration.'' However, the size
discrepancy between CICS and NSF limits the usefulness of any comparison between the two.
NSF’s annual budget in 2007 is $5.92 billion, an amount exponentially larger than the $60
million per year ear-marked for CICS."? Administrative costs for any organization include a
number of fixed costs, which are more easily absorbed by NSF than they would be by a smaller
entity like CICS. In 2006, NSF awarded over $796 million in grants within California alone,
with an estimated $40 million in administrative costs in the state."> Therefore, we anticipate that
administrating CICS’s California-wide grantmaking organization will require substantially more
than 5% of its annual budget.

The Commission should also consider that CICS’s administrative budget will facilitate
not only the entire grantmaking process, but also ongoing and extensive monitoring of grant-
funded projects. As noted by parties across the board, including Caltech, SCE, and DRA,
effective progress monitoring will be crucial if CICS funding is to be put to its best use.'* Proper
ongoing monitoring will help ensure that funds are not spent on projects that turn out to be
unsuccessful, and that CICS funds projects that measurably contribute to the goal of reversing
climate change. This monitoring will cost money that must be accounted for up-front if CICS is
to operate within its stated budget. Further, funding will be required if CICS is successful in
commercializing (through licenses, sales, spin-offs or other means) any of the research and
development subject of the grant program. Therefore, Morrison & Foerster urges the
Commission to approve a 12-15% administrative budget to allow CICS to successfully carry out

its objectives.

'9USC at 4; CEC at 6.

"'USC at 4.

12 See http://www.nsf.gov/about/congress/110/highlights/cu07_0308.jsp#final.
13 See http://dellweb.bfa.nsf.gov/AwdLst2/default.asp.

4 Caltech at 3; SCE at 11; DRA at 4.
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D. CICS Must Have Centralized Funding and Proper Organizational Structure.

Morrison & Foerster reiterates its support, expressed in our Comments, for centralizing
the research and education programs within the proposed CICS. As noted, the problem of
climate change is of such great magnitude that addressing it will require a concerted effort across
disciplines. We note that some parties, particularly DRA and TURN, object to centralizing
funding within CICS as proposed.'> While we understand these parties’ concern on behalf of
ratepayers, we urge the Commission to consider the long-term costs of not establishing CICS.
Real solutions to climate change are long overdue, and failing to address the problem will
ultimately lead to catastrophic impacts on human health and quality of life, as well as economic
costs that will far surpass the proposed budget for CICS. Therefore, Morrison & Foerster
continues to endorse UC’s proposal to create CICS in partnership with the Commission.

In addition, Morrison & Foerster joins the participating educational institutions in
supporting UC’s revised vision of CICS as a consortium across educational institutions, rather
than a body housed within the UC system.'® This will allow broad grantmaking and governance
participation by all of the research institutions who become members or partners in CICS, while
benefiting from the centralized pool of funds that CICS will manage.

In its OIR, the Commission noted that CICS must be properly structured so as to draw
upon the resources of all of the various participating institutions. Morrison & Foerster
wholeheartedly agrees that choosing the best organizational form for CICS is of paramount
importance, because CICS will only able to accomplish its objectives as planned if it embraces
the appropriate organizational form. In our Comments, we suggested a number of different
organizational formats that may be appropriate for CICS. CCST also submitted a specific
recommendation that CICS take the form of a Joint Powers Authority, which was one of the
options summarized in our Comments but may not be the most flexible as CICS pursues its

. . 17
ambitious mission.

> DRA at 2; TURN at 1-3.
1UC at 3.
7 CCST at 4.
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E. CICS Should Have a Research and Education Strategic Committee and Program
Council, as Proposed by UC.

In response to UC’s original proposal, some parties commented that there would be
unnecessary overlap between the Steering and Stakeholder committees.'® Also, many of the
educational institutions indicated that grantmaking decisions should be made with input from
experts in various fields, rather than a generalized Steering Committee, so that grant funds would
be put to the best possible use. Morrison & Foerster shared these concerns with respect to UC’s
original proposal, and now applauds the revised committee structure that UC has proposed.

The Research and Education Strategic Committee that UC proposes will introduce the
subject-matter expertise needed at the committee level in order for the Board of CICS to identify
and approve the most promising grant proposals and allocate appropriate funding awards, while
the Program Council will facilitate implementation of the programs selected. This division of
labor will enable CICS to integrate its research and administration components with minimal
overlap. Additionally, Morrison & Foerster supports UC in proposing a peer-reviewed grant
selection process, as suggested by Caltech and by our Comments. Such a process will ensure
that crucial funding decisions are made with input from experts in the specific fields identified
by CICS.

Finally, we agree with Stanford, Caltech and UC that in order for CICS to function
collaboratively, no single entity should have a majority or near-majority on the Board, and
therefore endorse UC’s revised proposal to include members of the academic community from
all participating institutions on the Board together with representatives of the public and private
sectors as described in our Comments. Further, we recommend that decisions of the Board be

made by a majority of a quorum present and not by consensus.

Conclusion

Pursuant to UC’s revised proposal, CICS is one step closer to becoming a much-needed
reality. Morrison & Foerster applauds the Commission for instituting this innovative approach to
promoting research in this vitally needed area. We commend UC, the California State University
System, Stanford, Caltech, USC and the California Community College System for working

collaboratively to better define UC’s original proposal. As previously noted in our Comments,

8 CEC at 2; Southern California Edison at 10.
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we are not providing legal advice or representing any parties to the Commission’s OIR,
including without limitation the Commission, UC or the Institute itself. We are providing this
Response as a concerned citizen of California and are happy to be able to contribute our
experience and resources to this collaborative effort to address the ramifications of climate

change for the benefit of California and beyond.

November 19, 2007 Respectfully submitted,
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP
By: /s/

Susan H. Mac Cormac
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I hereby certify that I have this day served a copy of the foregoing document:
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP’S RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

On all parties of record in the above captioned proceedings by serving an electronic copy
on their email addresses of record, by U.S. Mail to the Assigned Commissioner and
Administrative Law Judges and, for those parties without an email address of record, by mailing
a properly addressed copy by first-class mail with postage prepaid to each party on the
Commission’s official service list for this proceeding as posted on the California Public Utilities
Commission’s website for proceeding R.07-09-008.

This Certificate of Service is executed on November 19, 2007, at Walnut Creek,

California.

/s/ Kathy Beaudoin
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PORTLAND, OR 97232

Information Only

CYNTHIA A. FONNER

SENIOR COUNSEL

CONSTELLATION ENERGY GROUP INC
550 W. WASHINGTON ST, STE 300
CHICAGO, IL 60661

GARY A. HINNERS
RELIANT ENERGY
1000 MAIN STREET
HOUSTON, TX 77002

ELENA MELLO

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
6100 NEIL ROAD

RENO, NV 89520

ROBERT L. PETTINATO

LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER

111 NORTH HOPE STREET, SUITE 1151
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

RASHA PRINCE

SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC
555 WEST 5TH STREET, GT14D6
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

DR. MARK ALLEN BERNSTEIN
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
VKC 327 UNIVERSITY PARK CAMPUS
LOS ANGELES, CA 90089-0044

AUDRA HARTMANN

DYNEGY INC.

980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 1420
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

RONALD LIEBERT

ATTORNEY AT LAW

CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833

GARY HINNERS

RELIANT ENERGY, INC.

PO BOX 148

HOUSTON, TX 77001-0148

BRIAN MCQUOWN

RELIANT ENERGY

7251 AMIGO ST., SUITE 120
LAS VEGAS, NV 89119

LEILANI JOHNSON KOWAL

LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER & POWER
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, SUITE 1536
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012

DEAN A. KINPORTS

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC
555 W. 5TH STREET, GT14D6
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013

ALANA STEELE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

HANNA AND MORTON, LLP

444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, SUITE 1500
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071-2916

ERIC KLINKNER

PASADENA DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND POWER
150 LOS ROBLES AVENUE, SUITE 200
PASADENA, CA 91101-2437
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REN ZHANG

PASADENA DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER
45 EAST GLENARM STREET

PASADENA, CA 91105

HALL P. DAILY

AVP OF GOVERNMENT AND COMMUNITY RELAT.
CALIFORNIA INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY
MAIL CODE 2-9

PASADENA, CA 91125

BRUNO JEIDER

BURBANK WATER & POWER
164 WEST MAGNOLIA BLVD.
BURBANK, CA 91502

DON LIDDELL
ATTORNEY AT LAW
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL
2928 2ND AVENUE

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

KIM KIENER
504 CATALINA BLVD
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106

JEFFREY M. GARBER

GENERAL COUNSEL

IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT
333 EAST BARIONI BOULEVARD
IMPERIAL, CA 92251

GEORGE DEHART

CITY OF ANAHEIM

200 SOUTH ANAHEIM BOULEVARD
ANAHEIM, CA 92805

AUDREY CHANG

STAFF SCIENTIST

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

LEAH FLETCHER

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET 20TH FLR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
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STEVE ENDO

PASADENA DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER
45 EAST GLENARM STREET

PASADENA, CA 91105

STEVEN G. LINS

GENERAL COUNSEL

GLENDALE WATER AND POWER

613 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 220
GLENDALE, CA 91206-4394

RICHARD J. MORILLO
PO BOX 6459

BURBANK, CA 91510-6459

YVONNE GROSS

REGULATORY POLICY MANAGER
SEMPRA ENERGY

HQO8C

101 ASH STREET

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

DESPINA NIEHAUS

SAN DIEGO GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32H

SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1530

MICHAEL E. CAMPBELL

INTERIM GENERAL MANAGER
IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT
333 EAST BARIONI BOULEVARD
IMPERIAL, CA 92251

STEVEN SCIORTINO

CITY OF ANAHEIM

200 SOUTH ANAHEIM BOULEVARD
ANAHEIM, CA 92805

KAREN TERRANOVA

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, STE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

NORA SHERIFF

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP

120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104
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SHERYL CARTER

NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104

SUSAN H. MAC CORMAC
MORRISON & FOERSTER LLP
425 MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

WILLIAM H. CHEN

DIRECTOR, ENERGY POLICY WEST REGION
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC.
SPEAR TOWER, 36TH FLOOR

ONE MARKET STREET

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

JANINE L. SCANCARELLI

ATTORNEY AT LAW

FOLGER, LEVIN & KAHN, LLP

275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARTIN A. MATTES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NOSSAMAN GUTHNER KNOX & ELLIOTT, LLP
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-4799

BIANCA BOWMAN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PG&E MAIL CODE B9A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

KATE BEARDSLEY

PG&E

MAILCODE B9A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

SEBASTIAN CSAPO

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
MAIL CODE BO9A

PO BOX 770000

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

JODY S. LONDON

JODY LONDON CONSULTING
PO BOX 3629

OAKLAND, CA 94609

CLIFF CHEN
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTISTS
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STEVE MCCOY-THOMPSON
NEXANT INC

101 SECOND ST. 10TH FLR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

VALERIE WINN

PROJECT MANAGER

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC
77 BEALE STREET, B9A

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

ANNE W. KUYKENDALL

FOLGER LEVIN & KAHN LLP
EMBARCADERO CENTER WEST

275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPH F. WIEDMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREY LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

ANDREW L. HARRIS

PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE BOSA
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

ED LUCHA

CASE COORDINATOR

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE BSA

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

MEREDITH ALLEN

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC

PO BOX 770000 MAILCODE B10C
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177

ELLEN R. AURITI

EXEC. DIR., RESEARCH POLICY AND LEGISLAT
UNIV. OF CALIF. OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT
1111 FRANKLIN STREET

OAKLAND, CA 94607

MRW & ASSOCIATES, INC.
1814 FRANKLIN STREET, SUITE 720
OAKLAND, CA 94612

JESSE W. RASKIN
LEGAL ASSOCIATE
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2397 SHATTUCK AVENUE,
BERKELEY, CA 94704

SUITE 203

ROBERT GNAIZDA

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2/F
BERKELEY, CA 94704

KAREN NOTSUND

ASSISTANT DIRECTOR

UC ENERGY INSTITUTE

2547 CHANNING WAY 5180
BERKELEY, CA 94720-5180

C. SUSIE BERLIN
ATTORNEY AT LAW

MC CARTHY & BERLIN, LLP
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA,
SAN JOSE, CA 95113

SUITE 501

ANDREW BROWN
ATTORNEY AT LAW
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS,
2015 H STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA

LLP

95811

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN

BRAUN & BLAISING, P.C.
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

CHANGUS JONATHAN

LEGISLATIVE DIRECTOR

OFFICE OF ASSEMBLY MEMBER BLAKESLEE
STATE CAPITOL, ROOM 4117
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

EDWARD RANDOLPH

ASM LEVINE'S OFFICE

ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE/UTILITIES AND COMMERC
STATE CAPITOL ROOM 5135

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

JEFFREY D. HARRIS

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS,
2015 H STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA

LLP

95814

WILLIAM W. WESTERFIELD III
ELLISON SCHNEIDER & HARRIS,
2015 H STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA

LLP

95814
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THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

MARCIA W. BECK

LAWRENCE BERKELEY NATIONAL LABORATORY
MS 90-90R3027D

1 CYCLOTRON ROAD

BERKELEY, CA 94720

LYNN ALEXANDER
LMA CONSULTING
129 REDWOOD AVENUE

CORTE MADERA, CA 94925

JAMES WEIL

DIRECTOR

AGLET CONSUMER ALLIANCE
PO BOX 37

COOL, CA 95614

SUSAN L. FISCHER, PH.D.

ATIR RESOURCES BOARD, RESEARCH DIVISION
1001 I ST., PO BOX 2815

SACRAMENTO, CA 95812

CATHY REHEIS-BOYD

CHIEF OPERATING OFFICER

WESTERN STATES PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION
1415 L STREET, SUITE 600

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

DOUGLAS K. KERNER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS,
2015 H STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA

LLP

95814

JANE E. LUCKHARDT

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DOWNEY BRAND LLP

555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLOOR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

VERONICA VILLALOBOS
UNIVERSITY OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA
1800 I STREET

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

LYNN M. HAUG
ATTORNEY AT LAW
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS,
2015 H STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA

LLP

95814-3512
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ELIZABETH WESTBY CATHIE ALLEN
ATTORNEY AT LAW CA STATE MGR.
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP PACIFICORP
1300 SW FIFTH AVE., SUITE 1750 825 NE MULTNOMAH STREET, SUITE 2000
PORTLAND, OR 97201 PORTLAND, OR 97232
KYLE L. DAVIS
PACIFICORP
825 NE MULTNOMAH ST., SUITE 2000
PORTLAND, OR 97232
Ll
State Service
BETH MOORE CAROL A. BROWN
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 4103 ROOM 5103
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
CHRISTINE S. TAM JACLYN MARKS
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING BRANCH EXECUTIVE DIVISION
ROOM 4209 ROOM 5306
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
JANET A. ECONOME MARION PELEO
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES LEGAL DIVISION
ROOM 5116 ROOM 4107
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
SACHU CONSTANTINE SCOTT MURTISHAW
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION ENERGY DIVISION
AREA 4-A AREA 4-A
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
CLARE LAUFENBERG
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516 NINTH STREET, MS 46
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
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